Introduction
Since Fairhurst's (2007) seminal work on discursive leadership, there has been an increasing trend in leadership research that considers leadership and leader identity to be discursive constructions rather than reflections of inner psychological states. A discursive approach to leadership can be particularly beneficial for critical leadership studies by providing finegrained analysis to challenge hegemonic notions of leadership (e.g. Fairhurst and Connaughton, 2014; Schnurr and Schroeder, 2018) . Although discursive leadership studies have shown great potential to improve our understanding of leadership, to date, these studies have concentrated on analyzing talk drawn from naturally-occurring workplace interaction, mainly business meetings (e.g. Svennevig, 2011) . So far, little, if any, of this body of research has considered how leader identities and meanings of leadership are discursively constructed in research interviews which are one of the prime sites, if not the prime site, in which contemporary knowledge of leader identity and leadership is gleaned. Consequently, the construction of leader identity and leadership, as a mundane and locally situated interactional achievement within the interview process remains poorly understood. Rather than assuming that the interviewing process is a neutral conduit for the transmission of leadership knowledge, we argue that being more clearly aware of how meanings of leadership and leader identity are talked into being during a research interview affects the "what" of leadership research and so might contribute to leadership theory.
Various researchers, notably Alvesson and colleagues have produced a series of publications stretching back over 20 years that draw attention to the uncritical use of interviews in leadership research (e.g. Alvesson, 1996; Alvesson and Sveningsson, 2003a; 2003b; Nyberg and Sveningsson, 2014; . However, these criticisms appear to have made little headway in affecting the way in which interview-talk is considered in leadership research. interviews. We argue that taking a discursive approach to the in situ construction of leader identity and meanings of leadership during a research interviews can offer a detailed analysis of "how" the "what" of leadership and leader identity are constructed. Further, we contend that 2 paying more attention to how our knowledge of leadership is constructed can provide a critical stance to challenge common assumptions about leadership.
More specifically, and building on work (op. cit.) that is skeptical of the uncritical use of interviews, we use transcripts of a naturally-occurring research interview with a Japanese CEO when he talks about leadership to explicate 1 how a fragmented and contradictory, yet morally acceptable, version of leadership and leader identity is talked into being during a research interview. To do this, we use membership categorization analysis (MCA) as a methodology to explicate the production of leadership knowledge as it is interactionally and collaboratively achieved by participants in and through research interview-talk. We address two research questions. First: how is leader identity talked into being during a research interview? Second:
how does the in situ process of construction of the "just whatness" of leadership and leader identity affect the leader identity and "just whatness" of leadership that are constructed? In the discussions and conclusions, we address the implications of knowing more about the in situ construction of leader identity and leadership for research.
Literature review
This paper takes a discursive approach to leadership which can be summed up as an approach that considers leadership to be a practical accomplishment and which aims to show how "leadership is brought off in some here-and-now moment of localized interaction" (Fairhurst, 2007: 15) . Whilst such research has used various discursive methods such as membership categorization analysis (e.g. Fairhurst, 2007; Whittle et al., 2015; Iszatt-White, Whittle, Gadelshina and Mueller, 2018) , conversation analysis, critical discourse analysis, and sociolinguistics (see Schnurr, 2018: for an excellent overview), common to all these methods is the primacy of the analysis of transcripts of naturally-occurring talk. The advantage of taking a discursive approach to leadership is that by analyzing transcripts of naturally-occurring interaction, any claim about what leadership is, or is not, and how leader identity is, or is not, are rooted in actual practice. However, whilst these fine-grained linguistic analyses of the doing of leadership have contributed greatly to our understanding of how leadership is achieved as in situ social practice, to date they have not analyzed how meanings of leadership and leader identity are talked into being in other venues such as, for example, research interviews. Whilst recognizing that what interviewees say about leadership may be far removed from actual practice (Alvesson and Sveningsson, 2003b) , we argue that a discursive lens to leadership research could profitably focus on how concepts of leader identity and leadership are achieved 3 in speech events other than naturally-occurring workplace interaction. After all, as Alvesson and Spicer (2011) suggest, leadership should not only be considered in terms of practice, but also in terms of how people make sense of the world. This therefore:
"involves understanding leadership in terms of how people doing leadershipboth leaders and followersattribute meaning and significance to a whole variety of actions and activities in the workplace. It involves thinking about how some activities are labelled 'leadership' while others are not." (Alvesson and Spicer, 2011: 4-5) Thus, in order to understand how people "doing" leadership, and leadership researchers, construct versions of what is, and is not, leadership, this paper provides a fine-grained discursive analysis of how meaning is attributed to leadership and leader identity during a research interview. The "just whatness" of leadership and leader identity are inextricable interwoven. This is because those who are ascribed or claim the identity leader are also morally accountable for carrying out certain actions that are associated with this identity and which therefore constitute leadership (Clifton, 2018) . The interview thus becomes a site for identity work in which individuals create a sense of self and provide temporary and shifting answers to the questions "who am I" and what do I stand for? Alvesson, 2003: 1164) .
Furthermore, a point that we return to later, it has been noted that people's identity work is motivated by a desire for positive and moral meanings to be attached to them (Gecas, 1982) . Ibarra et al. (2014) indicate that there are three main distinct, but interrelated, approaches to investigating leader identity. First, there is a body of work inspired by identity theory in which leader identity is considered to be a role that people play which carries with it certain socially defined expectations (Gecas, 1982) . Second, there are researchers who draw on social identity theory and who investigate the way in which leaders embody the prototypical characteristics of the group they represent (Van Knippenberg and Hogg, 2003) . Third, Ibarra et al. (2014) identify a social constructionist trend within leadership research which focuses on the relational and social processes through which individuals claim and grant leader and follower identities (DeRue and Ashford, 2010) .
In this paper, whilst recognizing differences between social constructionism and MCA, we take a process and discursive approach to the construction of leader identity and the actions (i.e., leadership) that are associated with it. From this perspective leader identity, as with any other 4 identity, is mainly constructed in talk (Ibarra and Barbulescu, 2010; Antaki and Widdicombe, 1998) . In other words, for a person to have a leader identitywhether that person is speaking, being spoken to, or being spoken aboutis to be ascribed or claim an identity "leader" and the locally occasioned features that "go with" the identity leader (Antaki and Widdicombe, 1998) .
Thus we consider that the identity leader may be an empty signifier to which various contextually bound "meanings" can be attached (e.g. Alvesson and Spicer, 2012; Fairhurst, 2007) . In the same vein, national identities and cultures are considered to be discursive constructs that are also "talked" into being (e.g. Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl and Liebhart, 2009; Hall, 1995) . Moreover, considering linguistic relativity and the socially constitutive nature of language, a linguistically-focused analysis of leadership, such as ours, has been suggested as a way of capturing the subtleties of leadership in non-Anglophone settings (Case, Connell and Jones, 2017) . This perspective is critical of cross-cultural studies of leadership such as the GLOBE project (House et al., 2004) which considers national culture to be a relatively fixed entity which drives ones leadership style (Jepson, 2009; . Therefore, we do not assume a so-called "Japanese" leadership style with pre-discursive meanings. Rather, this study demonstrates the importance of a discursive approach to leadership by looking into how the meanings of "Japanese" leadership and leader identity are construed through talk.
Prior work has, of course, addressed the discursive construction of leader identity. For example: Clifton (2018) investigates how leader identity is constructed in and through stories told during a celebrity leader's talk to MBA students; Svennevig (2011) considers how leader identity is constructed in business meetings; and Baxter (2010) looks at how gendered identities of leaders are constructed in talk. However, research that considers leader identity as a discursive construction has not investigated the research interview as a site of the construction of leader identity. Rather, interviews with those designated "leaders" have tended to treat the interviewee as a repository of knowledge about leadership which fails to take adequate account of the context of the production of leader identity as a situated dialogic achievement. For example, a search of the ISI Web of Science for articles since 2010 with "leadership" in the title and "interview" and "qualitative" in the topic, revealed 98 articles in "management" and "business" fields, but only two of these articles (Burns and Stevenson, 2013; Sorrentino and Augoustinos, 2016 ) used transcripts of interviews in which the interviewer's talk was not erased. More commonly, the interviewees' words are re-contextualized and serve as examples to illustrate aggregates of findings which have been derived through coding processes (e.g. Yang, 2011) or are offered anecdotally to support other data (e.g. Holmberg and Akerblom, 2013) . In extreme cases, no interview-talk is offered at all (e.g. Schilling, 2009) and the in situ production of the data is entirely ignored. Thus, in leadership research, it is extremely rare that the interview as an interactional event is considered and that researchers engage with the local, occasioned, and in situ construction of the "just whatness" of leadership and leader identity.
Further, the interviewees are often pre-selected on account of their hierarchical position in an organization, and so a priori labels and hidden assumptions concerning who is, and is not, a leader are already in action even before an interview begins. For example: Meister et al. (2017: 675) based their research on in-depth semi-structured interviews conducted with 21 "women leaders" who were described as "senior executives" and Lumby (2009: 431) , in an educational context, remarks that she carried out research interviews with "senior, middle and first line leaders". Ironically, pre-selecting leaders for interview on account of their hierarchical position goes against the growing influence of post-heroic trends which argue that leadership is distributed across an organization and so is potentially open to everybody, not just the hierarchical superior (for an overview on research on distributed leadership, see Bolden, 2011) .
Consequently, the a priori choice of interviewees as leaders limits the interviews to people who the researcher considers to be leaders and as Schaefer and suggest, this a priori assumption that the interviewee is indeed a leader makes relevant "templates" that inform the interviewee's answers and so skews the talk to acceptable discourses of leadership.
Furthermore, the interview itself is often treated as an asocial encounter for the transmission of knowledge in which questions are asked and honest answers, treated both as accurate windows on the pre-discursive "real" world of leadership and leaders that is out there somewhere and as windows on states of mind, opinions, and beliefs that are in there somewhere, are received.
Interviewees are thus treated as "repositories of facts, reflections, opinions, and other traces of experience" (Holstein and Gubrium, 2004: 144) which can easily be elicited and transformed into "data" providing care is taken to remain neutral so that the interview process is not contaminated. For example, George et al. (2007: 130) , considering the interviewees to be simple repositories of data, report that they analyzed 125 leaders and argued that "our interviewees discussed openly and honestly how they realized their potential and candidly shared their life stories, personal struggles, failures and triumphs", yet just how the researchers knew that what was said was candid and honest is not discussed.
Considering these lacunae relating to the way in which leader identity and meanings of leadership are considered in research interviews, we take a discursive approach to leadership 6 and leader identity and seek to provide fine-grained discursive analyses of the interview-asinteractional event in which leader identity and meanings of leadership are co-constructed in the interaction. In order to do this, we use membership categorization analysis (henceforth MCA) as a methodological tool as discussed below.
The method: membership categorization analysis (MCA)
Following its ethnomethodological roots, MCA seeks to reveal members' practical sociological reasoning as they make sense of their social world through categorizing people and defining the predicates (i.e., expectable characteristics of these people) and their relationships (obligations and duties) vis-a-vis each other. In short, as Fitzgerald et al. (2009: 47) succinctly put it: MCA analyzes "members' methodical practices in describing the world, and displaying their understanding of the world and of the commonsense routine workings of society". MCA grew out of Harvey Sacks' work on identity. In his seminal article on categorization, the socalled "The baby cried. The Mommy picked it up" paper (Sacks, 1986) , Sacks asks the question, how is it that we understand that is the mother of the baby who picked it up? To answer this question, Sacks proposes that sense is made of the world in terms of membership categorization devices (MCDs) such as family, and within such MCDs certain categories are commonsensically made relevant. Consequently, for example, in an MCD "family", categories such as mother and baby become relevant and mothers have the category-bound moral obligation to pick up their crying infants. Further, Sacks (1972) argues that identities can exist in standard relational pairs (SRPs) such as teacher/student, policeman/criminal, mother/baby and so on. Each part of these pairs has a series of duties and obligations that tie them together so that, for example, a mother has the moral obligation to pick up her crying baby, and so we understand that it is the mother of the crying infant who picks it up.
Thus, returning to the focus of this paper, we explicate how an MCD Japanese leadership is made relevant to the interaction. The categories of leaders and followers are then locally occasioned as belonging to the device Japanese leadership and they are talked into being in terms of the rights and obligations that leaders have vis-a-vis their followers. So, whilst mothers have the moral obligation to pick up their crying infants, leader identity may, for example, be constructed as having the right to be obeyed. Failure to be obeyed becomes an issue that is morally accountable, just as a mother failing to pick up her crying baby would/could be morally sanctioned. Moreover, investigating the way in which leader identity is constructed in talk 7 through members' category work also allows the researcher to investigate leadership. This is because categories have category-generated actions (such as mothers picking up their crying child) attached to them and which are explicitly or implicitly formulated as conventionally accompanying the category of leader. Consequently, talking into being a leader identity also entails occasioning category-bound actions that constitute leadership. Thus, as Iszatt-White et al. (2018) argue, MCA as a research method can address both the way in which the individual (leader) and the way in which the activity associated with that individual (leadership) are constructed in talk. Moreover, as with a mother picking up her crying baby, describing, judging and/or making claims about the identities and activities of self or other are a moral issue (Stokoe, 2003: 322) . As Jayyusi puts it:
"in examining the ways in which persons are described and the ways in which such descriptions are used to accomplish various practical taskse.g. to deliver judgements, warrant further inferences, ascribe actions, project possible events, explain prior events, account for behavior, etc.it becomes clear that categorization work is embedded in a moral order". (Jayyusi, 1984: 2, italics 
in original)
As a result of this, interviewees will, as Van De Mieroop, et al. (2007: 366) notes, construct a version of the self that they, the interviewer, and a wider overhearing audience recognize as appropriate or acceptable. Thus, as Ciulla (1995) points out, leader identity is shot through with moralitymost would regard Martin Luther King as great leader, fewer Adolf Hitler. However, establishing a moral leader identity is not something that is measurable against some kind of gold standard that is out there somewhere, rather it is a localized context-bound activity that is available to the analyst through fine-grained analysis of interaction during, inter alia, a research interview as the participants negotiate the meanings of leadership.
Sacks died tragically in a car accident in 1975, and some researchers (e.g. Schegloff, 2007) argue that Sacks was already turning away from his interest in categorization because it made too much use of pre-existing categories and placed too little emphasis on the indexical and situated nature of categories-in-talk. However, despite the development of categorization after Sacks' death, arguably, it is still not a fully developed method; rather it is a "a collection of observations and an analytical mentality towards observing the ways and methods people orient
[to], invoke and negotiate social category based knowledge when engaged in social action" (Housley and Fitzgerald, 2015: 6) . Consequently, as Silverman (2012) suggests, at one end of the continuum there is a strong form of MCA, as argued for by researchers such as Hester and Eglin (1997) , and which emphasizes the inter-relatedness of sequence and category. And, at the other end of the continuum, there are researchers who are primarily interested in category rather than sequence and who use MCA as an empirically tractable method for studying members', rather than analysts' categories (Stokoe, 2012: 278) .
Whether taking a strong or a weak form, researchers (e.g. Hester and Eglin, 1997; Housley and Fitzgerald, 2002; Jayyusi, 1984; Stokoe, 2012) developed Sacks' early work on categories to place a greater emphasis on the occasioned nature of categorization which "eschews the analytical location of categories within specific, stable culturally defined collections" (Housley and Fitzgerald, 2002: 68) . Consequently, MCA has evolved to provide a methodology that allows the researcher to make visible, and thus analyzable, the turn-by-turn construction of identities in talk. Moreover, considering interviews as speech events in which participants display their practical sociological reasoning, MCA has been advocated as a methodological tool with which to make visible the interactive and collaborative production of "sociological" knowledge through the way in which people are categorized in relation to each other in research interviews (e.g. Baker, 2004; Mazeland and Ten Have, 1996; Potter and Hepburn, 2012; Roulston, 2006; Silverman, 1994) . Thus, as Baker (2004: 163) argues, interaction in research interviews can be understood "as the work of accounting by a member of a category for activities attached to that category". Through using MCA as a methodological tool, the analyst can make visible, and thus analyzable, both the interviewer's and the interviewee's categorywork in which morally appropriate and acceptable (leader) identities are talked into being (McKinlay and Dunnett, 1998; .
Whilst it is beyond the scope of this paper to provide a full description of how to perform MCA (see, for example, Lepper, 2000; or Stokoe, 2012) , suffice it to say that, considering its conversation analytic and ethnomethodological roots, the sine qua non of MCA is the analysis of transcripts of naturally-occurring talk. Transcription is the first stage of the analyses; this is because it obliges the researcher to pay close attention to the text through repeated listening.
The researcher should then seek to locate the participants' category-work within the ongoing talk. This should be driven by a process of unmotivated looking whereby the researcher brackets his or her own research interests and presuppositions as to which categories may be relevant and concentrates on the categories that the participants make visible in the talk. These instances of category-work should then be analyzed for the action which they achieveblaming, justifying, accusing, and so on. The validity of the analysis is derived from the fine-grained analysis of the transcript which reveals the participants' understanding of the categories that they invoke. Consequently MCA as a method does not rely on the analysis of large amounts data that are separated from their site of production and rearranged by the researcher through, for example, a process of coding to reveal descriptions from which central tendencies are then abstracted. Rather MCA, in an attempt not to obscure observation of exactly how participants orient to each other's category-work, relies, mainly, on fine-grained single case analysis.
The data
The data comes from an interview between a field researcher (the second author) and the CEO of a Japanese multinational corporation in China (given the pseudonym, Mr. Dragon). At the time of the interview (2012), the field researcher was working full-time at the organization where she was also carrying out ethnographic research into organizational culture. The interview was part of this project, and in the data presented here the field researcher asks Mr.
Dragon about Japanese leadership. Since the field researcher spoke no Japanese, a bi-lingual colleague (given the pseudonym Emi) was present during the interview and she interpreted between Chinese (the researcher's native language) and Japanese (Mr. Dragon's native language). In this sense, unlike most research interviews, the data presented here is the product of a triadic, rather than a dialogic, speech event. However, in line with an interactionalist approach to interviews (Wadensjö, 1998) , we consider the interview-talk to be interpretermediated interaction whereby Emi not only "simply translates" from Chinese to Japanese and vice versa, rather she is an active co-participant in the display of practical reasoning. Whist we are aware that most research interviews do not have translators; this is not the key issue. The key issue is that in a research interview (with or without a translator) certain leader identities and meanings of leadership are constructed in the interaction. It is this localized construction of leader identity that is the focus of the analysis, not the fact that this construction is mediated to some extent by a translator.
Analyses

Extract one: obedience and Japanese leadership
We first analyze the initial question which sets up the omni-relevance (i.e., a category that, is always potentially applicable and relevant) of the category Japanese leader and which locally binds certain features to the categories Japanese leader and Japanese follower. The question, as will be seen, refers to a quote in a book written by the founder of the organization that Mr.
Dragon works for. . In response to this Emi, taking the initiative, adds a further increment to the question: "<um> absolute obedience in regards to superiors is a virtue (.) the founder said". Emi's turn therefore (re)elicits Mr. Dragon's opinion regarding the founder's assessment that absolute obedience to superiors is a virtue. However, after the question, there is a two second pause. Orienting to the pause as a harbinger of disagreement (Pomerantz, 1984) , Emi 11 takes a turn which carries out the action of reaffirming the founder's words (line 39: he did).
Mr. Dragon then takes a turn which challenges the source of this citation (lines 40-41: the founder said that where). In sum, Mr. Dragon orients to the category-work concerning Japanese leaders as being in some way problematic. Moreover, since superiors have been made synonymous with leaders, Mr. Dragon as a "superior" is potentially also incumbent of the category Japanese leader and thus is potentially ascribed the predicate of demanding absolute obedience. The dispreferred nature of Mr. Dragon's turn (i.e., repairing the question, hesitating, questioning the source, and asking for the source to be confirmed) projects disagreement with the founder's assessment and indexes the problematic nature of such category-work.
In the next 18 lines, Emi and the field researcher confer in Chinese and look at the field researcher's notebook in which she has copied the quote from the founder's book. Then, in lines 59 ff., Emi translates what is in the notebook, thus animating the words of the Founder and the Founder's version of leadership, and Mr. Dragon provides a second assessment.
Extract three: downplaying obedience *************** insert extract three here *********************** In lines 59-62, Emi translates what is in the notebook: "absolute obedience in regards to superiors (2) occurs (3) and that sort of (.) virtue (.) exists". In his reply, Mr. Dragon downgrades the assessment significantly and shifts from "obeying" to "listening to everything and everything", and so he does disagreement (Pomerantz, 1984: 68) . Emi aligns with this disagreement. First, she latches an increment which completes Mr. Dragon's turn-in-progress (line 67: =that's right), and by adding a negative tag question (line 67: isn't it) she projects agreement onto the next speaker (Mr. Dragon) (Heritage, 2012: 17) . In the next turn, Mr.
Dragon upgrades his assessment by adding that that Japanese people will listen to everything and anything their boss says "even things outside of work" (line 68). Emi aligns with this assessment in the following turn (line 69: that's true). Thus, she further co-constructs the shift In lines 79 and 80, using epistemic downgrades ("I don't know the context" and "I don't know"), Mr. Dragon downgrades his answer. This, therefore, significantly downgrades his claims to know about Japanese leadership and to evaluate the founder's assessment that absolute obedience in regards to superiors is a virtue. Taken together, the downgrade from obedience to listening, the pauses, the contrastive pair, and the epistemic downgrades do disagreement with the assessment in the founder's book. Mr. Dragon, therefore, orients to the founder's category-work as problematic and resists the category-work that is ascribed to Japanese leaders, and potentially himself as a Japanese superior/leader. In line 82, Emi asks the field researcher to fetch the book, which she does, and when she returns some discussion between the three participants about the book follows (not presented for reasons of space) and
Mr. Dragon, who speaks some Chinese, looks at the book. First, in lines 110 to 118, Mr. Dragon shifts time reference and frames his reply in terms of "the founder's time" (line 110). Thus, he accounts for the founder's words by re-entextualizing them in a historical context. Further, since a potential category relevant for himself is "Japanese leader", he denies the category-bound feature of "being obeyed absolutely" for himself, since the category leader is linked to the "founder's time", not the present. He then cites the example of Mr. Soichiro at Honda whom he credits with doing "Japanese leadership" but which is significantly downgraded through the use of "so-called". Mr. Soichiro is also attributed the predicate of having "a certain charisma to him" and charism therefore becomes locally relevant as a category-bound feature of Japanese leader. However, after this utterance, there is a 5 second pause, suggesting some kind of interactional problem. In line 118, Mr. Dragon, orienting to the word "charisma" as a trouble source, repeats charisma twice and then adds that "it's not a Japanese word", suggesting "<um so> it might be from Latin". In line 120, Emi also orienting to the word charisma as a trouble source, speaking in Chinese and therefore addressing the field researcher, says: "charisma (.) I have heard of it but can't remember". However, the field researcher makes no reply and Mr. Dragon self-selects to take the floor and closes the topic of the meaning of charisma (line 121: <so charisma> (.) oh well doesn't matter).
Extract five: downplaying obedience by making a historical comparison
As a result, this pursuit of the discussion of charisma as a predicate of Japanese leaders is dropped. The problematic translation of the word "charisma" therefore indicates that the translation of words, such as charisma, that are culturally relevant in Anglo-dominated leadership circles may in fact be inappropriate for discussing organizational and leadership phenomena in other contexts (Jepson, 2010; Case et al., 2017) .
In the continuation of his turn (lines 122 ff.), Mr. Dragon states that: "<so um> (.) the only (.) <uh> (.) well <uh> so because he was the only leader that meant he was seriously like the sun".
Thus leaders in the past, exemplified by Soichiro, were like the sun. This metaphor is vague and is not repaired by Emi. So, as Potter (1996: 118) argues it can be used as rhetorical device to "provide just enough material to sustain some action without providing descriptive claims that can open it to undermining". Further, using "nowadays" (line 125), he sets up a contrastive pair (past/present) in which leadership is now performed by the organization whereas in the past it was, to gloss lines 125-129, one person deciding and controlling everything. In contrast to this, nowadays it is "the organization" which has control. Thus, the latter-day individualized autocratic role of the Japanese leader is eclipsed by that of the modern organization, and Mr.
Dragon does category-work that distances himself from the category-bound feature of demanding absolute obedience which is associated with the past, not the present. After this, Mr. Dragon's turn is translated into Chinese (not included here for reason of space). They then look at the founder's book which the field researcher has brought and Emi translates the relevant passage from Chinese to Japanese, as discussed below.
Extract six
6a. Restating the case that Japanese leaders demand obedience ********************* insert extract 6a here ************** To gloss this translation from the book, Japanese employees are ascribed the category-bound predicates of having no power to make decisions (line 150) and no rights to give orders (line 152). This is accounted for by explaining that "no one knows (.) it's difficult um (.) sorry so if each person gives <um> advice and directions how far (.) <um> how thoroughly can they be followed (.) so (.) we can't say". Mr. Dragon then asks Emi to continue translating (lines 165 ff.). In the continuation of the translation, Japanese people are ascribed the predicate of owing absolute obedience to their boss (line 166) which is assessed as a virtue (line 168). In the continuation of the turn, Emi (still translating) adds two further predicates to the category Japanese employee: listening to the person in charge and letting themselves be bullied. The founder accounts for this by saying that if this does not happen the "management's leadership and power will no longer be one hundred percent" (lines 175 ff.). Thus, a SRP management/Japanese people is set up in which the employees obey the leadership and have no power. Following the founder's assessment of what leadership is, a second assessment becomes a conditionally relevant next action (Pomerantz, 1984) , as discussed below. 6b. Denying obedience is an issue **************** insert extract 6b here ********************* Rather than providing a second assessment, Mr. Dragon displays that he does not understand the founder's words (line 179: I don't really get it), and he accounts for this by suggesting that the translation is wrong. In the following turn, Emi aligns with this (lines 181 and 182) and 15 then Mr. Dragon argues that "Mr. ((founder's name)) wouldn't say something like that". Emi aligns with this in the following turn by repeating the assessment (line 185: he wouldn't).
Collectively, therefore, they orient to the founder's category-work as being problematic and they account for the founder's assertion that the employees' absolute obedience to their superiors/leaders is a virtue by arguing that "something is wrong" with the translation. In lines 188-202, not analyzed here for reasons of space, Emi translates the answer for field researcher, don't necessarily have to absolutely obey the words of their boss as you see it then". There is then a two second pause which is a harbinger of a dispreferred response (Pomerantz, 1984: 70) after which Emi pursues a response by reformulating what is said in the book: "the book interprets it like that (.) the book says it goes top-down (.) yes (.) absolutely". Emi thus does disagreement with Mr. Dragon by pursuing category-work that potentially talks Japanese leaders, and thus Mr. Dragon, into being as authoritarian as described in the founder's book whereas Mr. Dragon has just done category work that counters the book. In response to this, Mr. Dragon projects a dispreferred turn which is indexed by weak agreement, pauses, and hesitation (line 209: okay so (.) um about that↑(.)). He then takes a turn which aligns with the founder's assessment and which dissolves the contrastive pair Western/Japanese people by claiming that it is "standard" and thus that Western employees and Japanese both have the predicates of obeying their boss. Significantly, this category-work and alignment with the founder's assessment is in direct contrast to his previous identity work in which he argued that Japanese leaders do not require absolute obedience and that Western employees are more likely to obey their boss (cf. Extract 4a). This volte-face therefore indicates that opinions are discursively constructed in response to the turn-by-turn organization of talk and do not provide fixed and consistent windows into attitudes, values, and beliefs that are "in their somewhere" waiting to come out. As Potter and Wetherell (1988: 54-55) succinctly put it, variability in accounts is: 16 "A major theoretical headache for attitude theorists since one underlying consistent mental state is generally assumed for each topic or issue. From a discourse analytical perspective, in contrast, variation of this kind is completely understandableindeed it is theoretically predictable." At this point Emi takes a turn which does argument and so actively challenges Mr. Dragon's category-work. As Hutchby (2013) points out, argument occurs when an action taken in one turn (in this case arguing that absolute obedience is "standard") is opposed in the next turn. In line 212, Emi takes a turn which makes relevant the category "West" where students are taught to have the predicate of "challenging even their superiors" (line 213). Emi's category-work sets up a contrastive pair (West/Japan) and does argument because by attributing the predicate of challenging the superior in the West, it challenges Mr. Dragon's category-work that obedience is "standard" and not just Japanese. Consequently, two versions of Japanese leadership are juxtaposed in an argumentative environment. Mr. Dragon responds to this challenging move by arguing that "challenging is different from disobeying the boss right↑" (line 216). He, thus, maintains his category-work in which the difference between Japan and the West is dissolved and in which Japanese and Western employees both have the predicate of owing absolute obedience to their superior and which, considering the omni-present category of leader made relevant in the initial question, conflates leader identity with hierarchy. Emi continues doing disagreement, and therefore argument, since her turn is prefaced by weak agreement (line 218: "no, um I suppose") followed by a contrastive "but" which prefaces an incomplete turn (line 219: "but voicing a dissenting opinion"). The turn is incomplete because Dragon latches on a turn, so taking the floor and furthering the argument by stating: "but voicing a dissenting opinion does not necessarily mean (.) not obeying your boss right↑". This is then followed by an extended turn in which Mr. Dragon tells a hypothetical story to illustrate his point.
Considering the length of this story, lines 222 to 287, it is not analyzed for reason of space.
After the story, the field researcher moves to next question and the topic of Japanese leadership is closed.
Discussion
Returning to our first research question: how is leader identity talked into being during a research interview? As McKinlay and Dunnett (1998: 35) point out, "the social characterizations which underpin ascriptions of social identity are always open to reformulation by participants in these cases where the characterization leads to apparent identity problems".
In the case of this interview, Mr. Dragon orients to the problematic nature of Emi/the researcher's question about Japanese leadership and the fact that in the founder's book it is written that absolute obedience to Japanese leaders/superiors is a virtue. Since one identity available to Mr. Dragon is that of a superior/leader, he has a stake in which category-bound predicates are ascribed to this identity. Thus, orienting to the category-work in the question as being problematic (e.g., repairing the question, downgrading answers, providing weak agreement, hesitating, and pausing) since it might cast leaders and leadership in a bad light, Mr.
Dragon does category-work which resists this "problematic identity", and he talks into being a morally acceptable leader identity for himself (and the founder).
Further, following McKinlay and Dunnett (1998: 35) , the interviewee's turns at talk can be rhetorically designed so as to talk into being a morally acceptable self, especially if the projected category is perceived as negative. So, in this case, Mr. Dragon's category-work can be considered in terms of the situated local response to the ascription of a "bad" identity. To deal with the problematic nature of this category-work and to talk into being a morally acceptable category for himself (and the founder), he uses several rhetorical techniques. First, Mr. Dragon challenges the source of the citation and asks to see the book for himself (Extract 2). Further, he blames poor translation for misrepresenting the views of the founder who, he claims, would not have made such statements (Extract 6b). Second, on occasions (Extracts 4b, 5b, and 6b), he mitigates his knowledge of the book, and through displaying lack of knowledge he significantly downgrades his claim to epistemic authority in this domain. Third (Extract 3), he downgrades the assessment that Japanese leaders are owed complete obedience to the fact that employees will listen to everything and anything their boss says. Fourth (Extract 5), Mr.
Dragon changes the time frame to account for the founder's views, and within this shift he argues that the individual leader has been eclipsed by the agency of the organization. Fifth, in Extract 4, he sets up a contrastive pair so that the West is seen as more autocratic than Japan.
Though in response to the local situation (i.e., Emi's alternative and argumentative categorywork, line 212), he later dissolves this contrastive pair (Extract 7) and claims that absolute obedience is "standard". Significantly, he thus displays contradictory versions of Japanese leadership even within the same interview. Finally, Extract 5, he uses a metaphor which compares Japanese leaders to the sun and which is difficult to dispute since the metaphoric meaning is vague.
The second research question we address is: how does the in situ process of constructing the just whatness of leadership and leader identity affect the leader identity and the "just whatness" of leadership that are constructed? We argue that, through deploying these rhetorical devices Mr. Dragon does category-work that sets up a dichotomy between Japan and the West, which makes relevant a specifically Japanese form of leadership and which talks himself into being as not demanding complete obedience. Therefore, he constructs a morally acceptable and good self (i.e., incumbency of the category "Japanese" leader to which the morally acceptable predicate not-being-authoritative is attached). This, we argue, might also explain why leaders and leadership are often presented in a positive manner through "moral storytelling" in research interviews if the interviewees are talking as leaders, they would be threatening their own self-image if they presented leadership in anything other than positive terms. Consequently, we argue, that leader identity and the category-bound features that "go with it" (i.e. leadership) that are solicited in research interviews may have much more to do with the locally occasioned moral category-work that the interviewee engages in as a way of constructing a morally acceptable identity, than providing insights into the "just whatness" of being a leader and doing leadership that is out there somewhere in some pre-discursive form and to which the interviewee has some kind of privileged access.
Thus, we argue that an analysis of the locally situated identity work that Mr. Dragon does to produce an acceptable identity casts serious doubts on the, often implicitly assumed, idea that the interviewee/leader is a neutral conduit for revealing facts, opinions and beliefs about leadership that are "in there somewhere". Moreover, the interviewee changes his opinion, thus constructing a fluid and contradictory version of obedience as a characteristic of Japanese leadership. Thus, our claims are far from the leader/interviewee-as-vessel-of-answers notion, whereby it is sufficient for the researcher to ask an honest question in order to get an honest, reliable, and accurate description of a pre-discursive phenomenon. Rather, we argue that when one takes into account the "how" of the construction of leader identity through category-work performed as in situ social practice, one can see that the category "Japanese leader" and the predicates that are associated with it are co-constructed in response to the local situation. This is further complicated by the two contrasting versions of Japanese leadership that are juxtaposed in an argumentative environment (Extract 7). Thus, for the researcher mining for data, the question of which version of leadership should be privileged is posed. However, considering that researcher/interviewer talk is mostly erased from interview-based research, the voice of Emi would probably also be erased so that the CEOs/interviewee's voice is privileged over Emi's who is "just" an employee in the company and a translator. Also, significant here is the fact that Mr. Dragon carries out a volte-face and changes his opinion.
This suggests that opinions are discursively constructed according to the local turn-by-turn development of talk (Potter and Wetherell, 1988) and that consequently the interviewees' beliefs concerning leadership are also local constructions that are fluid and even contradictory.
Conclusions: implications for leadership research
Many researchers (e.g. Fairhurst and Connaughton, 2014; Schnurr and Schroeder, 2018) are already calling for more attention to be paid to the communicative practices that constitute leadership and leader identity. However, so far this has mainly been restricted to investigating the doing of leadership as a practical accomplishment and has not considered how meanings of leadership and leader identities are constructed in research interviews. From a methodological perspective, we suggest that discursive leadership research could profitably also consider the way in which meanings of leadership are constructed in, inter alia, research interviews as well as the practical achievement of leadership in workplace activities. If the actions that interview-talk performs, rather than the supposed truths that are transmitted, are taken more seriously, we argue that a more nuanced understanding of leader identity and leadership can be achieved. Overlooking the complex and fluid nature of leader identity and leadership gives models of leadership a veneer of clarity and naturalness which encourages taking interview-talk at face value and discourages the investigating of how meanings are constructed as responses to the turn-by-turn exigencies of the interview situation.
Consequently, through ignoring the fine-grained details of how leader identity is discursively achieved in interview-talk, the aesthetics of well-ordered patterns and clear-cut models of leadership, present in much leadership research, are rarely challenged. Taking the in situ construction of the just whatness of leadership in research interviews seriously would reveal leader identities to be fluid, changeable and even contradictory rather than neatly categorized into psychological and behavioral categories that allow researchers to articulate decontextualized "grand theories" of leadership.
Using discursive leadership as a lens for analysis therefore brings to the fore not so much what leader identity and leadership are per se. Rather, it allows the researcher to make visible how leader identities and meanings of leadership constructed to "do" things. This, we argue, is perhaps a way forward for leadership research. In other words, it might be interesting for leadership scholars to consider how versions of leader identity and leadership are locally constructed in order to pull off particular actions, in this case talking into being a morally acceptable self in a research interview. Thus, leadership may be an empty signifier as some 20 researchers (e.g. Alvesson and Spicer, 2012; Fairhurst, 2007) argue, to which various contextually bound "meanings" can be attached. If this is indeed the case, researchers could profitably consider what these constructions do rather than the "truth" of leadership they purport to represent. Investigating what constructions of leadership and leader identity "do" would promote a critical edge to leadership with a potential to look beyond the moral identity of "good" leaders to the inherent power dynamics and hegemonic versions of leadership that moral issues in leadership inevitably invoke.
Furthermore, the construction of leadership and leader identities as in situ discursive practice is complicated by the observation that the use of Western concepts such as charisma (Extract 5b) are oriented to as problematic by the interviewee. Yet, the notion of charisma has been uncritically applied to cross-cultural studies of leadership, such as the GLOBE project (House et al., 2004) . Also, rather than assuming Japanese leadership exists as a hegemonic concept or style, our findings show that notions of (Japanese) leadership are formed, altered and negotiated through identity work. This therefore opens future directions for studying how national identities and cultural representations, as discursive constructs (Wodak et al., 2009) , are talked into being as in situ interactional accomplishments.
The findings of this paper also suggest that the leader identities are much more nuanced, "messy" and contradictory than often assumed. El-Sawad, Arnold, & Cohen (2004) argue that whilst this is something that is both a well-known and a common feature of interview based research, it is rarely treated seriously by researchers. Yet, if leader identity constructions and meanings of leadership can be contradictory when looked at through the lens of their discursive, local, and in situ production during a research interview, then overlooking this observation may not be conducive to advancing our knowledge of leadership. Thus, at a theoretical level, we argue that taking the contradictory and fluid nature of leader identity, as revealed in this analysis, seriously could destabilize entrenched understandings of leadership. This argument therefore aligns with calls for a more critical approach to leadership studies which problematizes the categories of, and power relations between, leader/follower and leadership/followership (Collinson, 2017) .
Therefore, we close this paper by calling for further studies, using discursive approaches to leadership, to be carried out in other contexts in which the meanings attached to leadership are negotiated. Such contexts could be other research interviews, but we also believe that a fruitful line of inquiry would be to look at the in situ interactional construction of the meaning of 21 leadership in contexts such as: leadership training events; media interviews with "leaders"; talks, seminars and presentations on leadership; events in which "leaders" talk about leadership; the telling of stories about leadership; and so on. Further, whilst recognizing that the analyses presented in this paper remain a single-case exemplar of how taking a discursive approach to leadership might add to leadership, we also suggest that an avenue for further research could consider interviews with other (Japanese) "leaders" to investigate how specific, or widespread, the accounting practices present in this interview are. Through gaining more knowledge about how meanings of leadership are achieved as in situ social practice, we, as leadership scholars, would inevitably obtain greater insights into the "what" of leadership and the "who" of leaders.
Note 1. Explicate is used here rather than explain. This is because explaining usually frames analysis as causal effect, whereas explication refers to analyzing by unfolding a phenomenon and understating it in more depth. 
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